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embodied in the grammar of the word 'green*.21  Here Schlick.
. has given more  emphasis on  the  use  and  grammar  of the
language.
Everything now seems to be clear. But this clearness is only-
apparent for a difficulty arises again as soon as we ask ourselves*
what does it mean to say that two people use the word 'green' jn.
the same way ? Are only external circumstances of the use of the*
word to be counted ? Should, then, our criterion for 'using in
the same way' consist in this : that two people agree in the names,
they give to the colours of various objects ? Or should we say
that besides this they must have the same inner experience when,
they both look at a green surface ? The philosophical difficulties*
connected with the question, 'what is communicable* ? arise from
the second interpretation. Waismarm says that 'even if two*
persons* use of language coincides as far as describing of external
objects is concerned, this gives no guarantee at all that they
attach the same meaning to their words, for inspite of that, thefr
experience may be quite different. Only if it were possible to-
look directly into another man's mind could I find out whether
or not he attached the same meaning to his words. And yet
this is logically impossible,22
Thus as long as we think only of the outer conditions of commu-
nication, everything seems clear to us, as soon as we contemplate
the inner ones certainty begin to dwindle. The problem seems
in a sense, to be a scientific one, it concerns the nature of com-
munication.
How is communication possible, since it is uncertain whether
two people have the same experience on looking at 'green leaf* ?
The confusion is already present in the way the question is-
put.
For what does the 'same experience* mean here ? How are we-
to understand the word 'same* in this context ? For what is the--
criterion for the word 'same* having identical meaning ? Is ift
21.   Ibid, pp. 243-44.
22*   Ibid, pp. 244-45.